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Body 


To the Editor: 


"How G.O.P. Shifted on Climate Science" ("Trump Rules" series, front page, June 4) described how the Koch 
brothers (and other moneyed and oil interests) were able to transform the Republican Party's position on climate 
change to an ideology of denial and inaction. Faced with Republican intransigence in Congress, President Barack 
Obama chose to confront the climate threat through executive action during his second term. 


Rather than what your subheadline calls "Democratic hubris," his course of action was a strategy of last resort. It's 
the Republicans, not the Democrats, who are guilty of hubris, in their denial of climate change in the face of 
overwhelming scientific evidence. Unfortunately, their hubris and arrogance may lead not only to their downfall, but 
may doom the rest of humankind, too. 


BETSY MARTINALEXANDRIA, VA. 
To the Editor: 


Kudos to The Times for peeling back the mask hiding the fossil fuel industry's web of influence across our political 
system. The article provides some of the most comprehensive examples to date of the avenues that corporations 
and their billionaire benefactors, including the Koch brothers, use to bend the rules in their favor. 


The fossil fuel industry's strategy is the same one that Big Tobacco and other abusive industries have employed 
for decades to profit at the expense of the public. This playbook directs industries to question the science, create 
controversy, shift the blame, invoke "freedom" and pay spokespeople to spew misinformation. In fact, it's the same 
guide the chemical and pharmaceutical industries have used to weaken protections for millions of people around 
the world. 


It's time we see this playbook for what it is, and restrict the control and influence of transnational corporations. Our 
health and the stability of our planet depend on it. 


KELLE LOUAILLIER, BOSTON 
The writer is president of Corporate Accountability International. 
To the Editor: 


When it comes to the United States' withdrawal from the Paris climate agreement, not all of the roots of American 
unease stem from a denial of climate science. Some can be attributed to overreach by environmentalists. 
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The controversy over natural gas extraction from shale -- hydraulic fracturing, or fracking -- is an example. It was 
obvious to nearly everyone in the energy business more than a decade ago that natural gas could displace coal for 
both environmental and economic reasons, and it has done so, decisively. 


But environmentalists and some governmental regulators who opposed fracking alienated local business leaders 
and landowners whose hopes were hanging on a resurgence of energy development in places like the Southern 
Tier of New York, Pennsylvania and the Appalachian states. 


If opponents had embraced shale-sourced natural gas as a bridge to a carbon-free future, the economic and 
political base for agreements like Paris would have expanded. Instead, anti-fracking groups alienated the political- 
economic backbone of rural and small-town areas, and many residents climbed on the climate-denial bandwagon 
and voted for Donald Trump. The environmental community allowed the perfect to become the enemy of the good. 


GORDON BOYDSARATOGA SPRINGS, N.Y. 
The writer is a consultant for EnergyNext. 
To the Editor: 


The nearly universal cascade of criticism leveled at President Trump's decision to pull back from the Paris climate 
agreement was predictable, vituperative and wrong. The one constant on climate is change. With or without life on 
earth, climate change would rage, ice ages come and go, seas rise and fall. Practically everything influences 
climate, yet from the Rio Earth Summit in 1992, through Kyoto, multiple United Nations panels and conferences, to 
Paris 2015, we have remained fixated on just one aspect, the curbing of human contribution to carbon emissions. 


The Paris accord set meaningless sliding-scale emissions targets with no penalties for failure to meet them. It was 
a paper tiger, and the president has outlined some of its critical flaws. Mr. Trump's action paves the way for the 
United States to take the lead in a difficult and costly scientific study of all natural and man-made factors that 
influence the climate, and what humans can do to change them, if indeed any change is needed or even feasible. 
Thanks to the president, we could finally be doing something worthwhile on climate change. 


ALEXANDER MCKAY CALGARY, ALBERTA 
To the Editor: 


"How G.O.P. Leaders Came to Reject Climate Science" missed the deepest political root of anti-climate science -- 
the 2000 presidential contest between Al Gore and George W. Bush. Mr. Bush, an oil-patch Texan, and his running 
mate, Dick Cheney, from coal- and oil-rich Wyoming, opposed acting on the facts about climate change. Mr. Gore, 
who literally wrote the book on environmental challenges, "Earth in the Balance," understood the necessity of 
urgent action. For the first time in American politics, energy policy underpinned a national election, as formerly both 
parties strongly supported American fossil fuel independence. 


It is remembered that Mr. Gore lost Florida in a recount, but he would have won the election had he carried West 
Virginia, a coal state where the industry poured unprecedented sums into successfully flipping that Democratic 
stronghold. It was a "coal-fired victory," Republican operatives crowed after the election. Energy policy has been a 
political battleground ever since, as the article details, with urgent climate action the loser. 


JAMES P. LENFESTEYMINNEAPOLIS 
The writer is a former editorial writer for The StarTribune who frequently wrote about climate science. 
To the Editor: 


Re "No One Will Say if Trump Denies Climate Science" (front page, June 3): 
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President Trump, as he transitioned from real estate mogul to television celebrity to conspiracy theorist to 
candidate to president, has been documented repeating an absurd number of contradictory statements, 
exaggerations and outright lies. What does it matter if he denies climate science today, as a whole new belief 
system may spring into place tomorrow in response to opportunism? His actions are appalling enough; parsing and 
puzzling over his words, though we must endure their effects, seems like an excruciating fool's errand. 


ELIZABETH BENJAMINBOULDER, COLO. 
To the Editor: 
Re "The Economic Fallout of the Climate Move? That Depends on How We Value Time" (The Upshot, June 3): 


Neil Irwin uses economic principles to discuss the financial fallout of President Trump's abandonment of the Paris 
climate accord. His answer? It "depends on many things." Unfortunately, Mr. Irwin did not mention an economic 
concept, the precautionary principle, that would allow us to resolve the debate about impact. 


The principle states that in the face of probable, irreversible and costly societal harm, the best action is to reduce 
your risks; deniers hold the burden of proof. Mr. Trump, through his Paris decision and reversals of Barack 
Obama's policies, has increased our risks. Only time will measure the financial costs of such risky decisions. 


MARY KAY PLANTESLA JOLLA, CALIF. 
The writer is a strategy consultant. 


This is a more complete version of the story than the one that appeared in print. 
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